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Abstract 
The promoted wage policies at the national level influence the employment packages offered by public and private 
companies in that country. At this point, there are commitments and recommendations coming from Euro Plus Pact 
Commitments (2011) and European Commission- which protects the supranational interests of the European Union, on pay 
systems improvements that Member States of European Union should implement. This article’s purpose is to offer a clear 
image of the wages and performances of the employees from European Union between 1998 and 2013 that conduct to these 
recommendations. In order to accomplish the main objective, there are analysed in the Member States statistics like: level of 
compensation per employee, average annual growth rate of pay, actual compensation per employee, real and nominal 
collectively agreed wages. In addition, there are explained some correlations between wages and labour productivity that 
are contingent on the period that is looked at. 
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1. Introduction 
There are many definitions and concepts as well that currently are used to explain payments related to 
employees that are working in different tyes of companies. While Michael Armstrong includes the financial 
rewards and the non- financial ones in total rewards (Armstrong, 2009), Richard Kantor and Tina Kao bring 
well- based arguments in order to sustain that total reward is „everything that an employee gets from a 
company” (Kantor and Kao, 2004). The official statistics regarding payments at the European level refers to the 
wages of the employees in various sectors of activity and contain financial earnings stipulated in the 
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employment contracts that regularly came to the employees (e. g., monthly, bimonthly). Earnings statistics 
“vary with regard to periodicity of the data collection (biannual, annual and four-yearly), coverage (economic 
activity, enterprise size) and units of measurement (hourly, monthly or yearly earnings)” (Earnings, 2014).  
In present, European Union it is quite varied across the Member States in pay setting and practicing. National 
legislation, the main activities that are producing added value to the national economy, or the simple presence 
of qualified human resources- are examples of factors that definitely influence the level of wage/ compensation 
from a country. In fact, there are a lot of elements that influence pay trends from European Union area 
(Aumayr-Pintar, et. al., 2014):  
• The existence of  multiple types of bargaining at the same time; 
• The possibility to connect bargaining at different hierarchical levels; 
• The possibility to extent how rewards vary from different levels across organizations, branches or sectors; 
• The fact that the timing of bargaining rounds; 
• Legislation of the states (e. g.: compulsory minimum wages established by the governments); 
• The mechanism of pay indexation implemented; 
• The possibility for special sectors to became “pace- setters” for other bargaining rounds. 
 The analysis for pay trends it is useful to improve the performance of the employees. When it comes to 
measure the results, the employers are interested in each and every employee’s productivity. Thus, it becomes 
essential to get a global view of the relationship between wages and/or compensation and labour productivity 
and then to discover what strategies can be applied to increase the profit for the organisations.   
 According to the European Union, there are three main points related to the connection between employees 
productivity and their rewards, as it fallows (Aumayr-Pintar et. al., 2014): 
• There is no predefined direction between productivity and performance: both can decrease or increase; 
• Labour productivity it is a key factor when negotiating the annual/ monthly salary; 
• The improvements of the employees’ s productivity can be influenced by vary factors, such as: the intensity 
in working time, the increasing of the capital productivity, the increasing of the capital intensity or  
technological changes. 
 The idea of this article is to compare the payments trends in European countries between 1998 and 2013 
using indicators like- compensation, annual growth rate of pay, real and nominal collectively agreed wages and 
productivity- where possible. We specify that at this point it is not intended to rank a pay system, but only to 
identify the trend and to put it in the front of the action requested by the European Commission in different 
reports, the most important being- Euro Plus Pact Commitments (2011). 
2. Methodology  
The present research started from the idea of comparing compensation/ wages from different countries from 
European Union using existing data in different reports that are constantly published by central organizations. 
In other words, the main questions from the beginning were:  
1. What are the differences related to compensation/ wages in European countries over time? 
2. How can be explained pay trends? 
3. To what kind of decision conduct these descriptive statistics? 
Regarding the analysed period, it was used available data between 1998 and 2013 from all countries from 
European Union coming from official statistics published on the main portal. It is necessary to point out that 
sometimes occurred lack of information or no access for different countries statistics. However, in general, the 
missing data from the reports appeared since countries joined European Union in different years, so the existing 
data was available after adhesion. For example, while United Kingdom joined the European Union in 1973, 
Sweden, Finland and Austria in 1995, countries like- Czech Republic, Slovenia, Slovakia, Lithuania, Latvia, 
Hungary, Estonia and Cyprus acceded the economic organisation in 2004. The latest state which has adhered 
the European Union is Croatia, and entered in the Union last year. This discordance between the periods for 
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which data is available, determined to use secondary data and information, in order to complete our research. 
Thus, the final results come from the analysis of a mix of the two types of data: primary data from the official 
statistics from the European Union offices, and secondary data from additional reports published on the official 
national portals of the EU States or in other scientific sources. 
 The 28 states analysed in the research are: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom. 
Regarded as statistical units, the countries from the research sample and those from the population research are 
the same. This particular case of research removes any doubt related to the sample representativeness.  
 As a remark, what makes ingenious this paper is the capture of proper data and information from reports and 
other official sources at different periods that create a global view about how employees are paid in EU States. 
 These being said, the methodology is based on strongly explications regarding the following terms: 
compensation, wage, salary, annual gross earnings, net earnings, minimum wages, collectively agreed wages, 
labour costs, labour productivity, which are explained in the following lines. 
 Compensation, wage and salary. Compensation consists in “the total remuneration, in cash or in kind”, 
payable by a company to a employee in return for work related to an accounting period, and it has two main 
components (Compensation of employees, 2014): 
• Wages and salaries in cash or in kind; 
• Social insurance contributions payable by employers which include contributions to social security schemes. 
 In general, wages refers to compensation based on the hourly payment. For instance, for an employee who 
works 30 hours a week with a hourly rate of pay of ¼20, the gross wage is ¼600 for the worked week. Salary is 
best associated with the annual compensation of an employee. For example, a worker from machinery 
production might earn a salary of ¼120.000. Furthermore, if this person is semi-monthly paid, the gross salary 
is ¼5.000.  
 Annual gross earnings. An important observation for compensation is that it does not include any of the taxes 
paid from employees, such as: payroll tax, employer portion of medical tax, employer portion of social security 
tax or employer contributions to pension plans. In other words, compensation calculated per year is the 
equivalent of the annual gross earnings. 
 Net earnings. Starting from annual gross earnings, after the deduction of all income taxes and social security 
contributions of the employees, result net earnings. According to the European Commission, the ratio of net to 
gross earnings depends on factors like (Earnings, 2014): number of earners (in case of a couple), number of 
dependent children and marital status (single or married). 
 Minimum wages. The national legislation of the states set at different moments of time a mandatory 
minimum wage applicable for all full-time employees in the country. 
Labour costs. The indicator includes all the expenses made by the employer for the staff (Social security and 
other labour costs paid by employer, 2014), such as: compensation, trainings, recruitment costs, employment 
taxes, expenses for working condition, and many other expenses. 
 Labour productivity. Starting from the assumption that the expenses for the workers represent the input, the 
output will mean the services and/ or the goods produced by human resources rewarded through the input. 
Briefly, labour productivity measure the output for input of labour, and usually can be measured by gross 
domestic product (GDP) explained in terms of purchasing power standard (PPS) or in a relative manner, 
reporting the output to the number of employed persons or to the hours worked (Labour productivity, 2014). 
However, in both cases, statistics regarding labour productivity at national levels are quantified as indexes. 
Another possibility to express from a macroeconomic perspective this indicator is by using the value added per 
employed person. 
 Collectively agreed wages. Commercial agreements between employers- represented by a board and trades 
unions- which represent the workers, can establish terms, conditions and employment duties for both side- 
employer and employee. One of the disputed indicator can be even employee’s wages. 
 The transparent criteria for representativeness of the sample and the relevant indicators used to analyse pay 
705 Elena-Sabina Hodor /  Procedia Economics and Finance  32 ( 2015 )  702 – 715 
trends in EU States bring arguments for the improvements that governments can implement or take into 
consideration in future strategic macroeconomic decisions.  In addition, the connections made between primary 
data from unprocessed statistics and secondary data found in different scientific reports give a comprehensive 
vision for the employees and employers as well from the European Union.  
3. Research results 
3.1. Level of compensation per employee 
In the analyzed period,  according to the European Union and OECD official statistics, in most cases, for our 
research, there are available data between 1998 and 2012. The national results for the growth rate calculated 
from one year to another regarding the hourly pay suggest significant differences for moments in time: 
Table 1. Labour compensation per Hour (level, ratio or national currency) 
Country 2000 2008 2012 Country 2000 2008 2012 
AT 19.81 24.29 27.21 IT 16.59 20.91 22.30 
CZ 123.97 217.74 231.24 NL 21.95 28.95 31.19 
DK 173.80 230.77 256.16 PL 13.72 19.17 23.79 
EE 2.75 7.10 7.81 SK 4.01 7.51 8.51 
FI 18.93 25.25 28.14 ES 13.40 18.48 19.44 
FR 22.36 28.68 31.53 SE 189.76 249.20 271.01 
DE 22.90 25.60 28.21 BG 2.35 - - 
EL 8.65 13.14 12.39 CY 10.02 13.99 - 
HU 818.40 1702.85 1825.44 LT 8.67 19.95 - 
IE 16.06 26.13 25.40     
 2000 2008 2012 
Mean 76.55 142.62 178.10 
SD 183.26 386.08 448.98 
Min 2.35 7.10 7.81 
Max 818.40 1702.85 1825.44 
 
Source: Unit Labour Costs- Annual Indicators, 2014. http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?queryname=347&querytype=view [accessed 
02.08.2014]. 
 
On average, for the available data in the table above, in 2000 was registered a 76.55 increasing rate for the 
hourly wage, in 2008  was an increasing rate of 142.62 and in 2012 about 178.10. The minimum growth rate in  
2000 was registered in Bulgaria, where the growth reached to 2.35,  in 2008 the lowest increase was in Estonia, 
where the mean of hourly pays for employees obtained a 7.10 score, and in 2012, the same country registered 
an increasing of  only 7.81 for the hourly wage compared to last year. However, maximum of increasing in 
2000, 2008 and 2012 occurred in Hungary, with the following growth rates: 818.40,  1702.85 and 1825.44. The 
measures that were taken into account when building the general view for the hourly payments are level, ratio 
or national currency. Thereby, an inter-countries comparison it isn’t relevant enough in here. Besides, the 
currency from a country has vary meanings in growth rapidity: it may arise a change in the monetary system 
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such as cutting some zeros from the value of the national currency, or it can appear an “extra” labour force 
from other EU countries considering the opening of the boundaries inside the economic community.   
Still, in order to create a global view, we can add some details from the Euro Plus Pact Commitments from 
2011 (Appendix A). In 2011 were established wage setting mechanism which contain adapted strategies for 
countries that needed such actions. Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Luxemburg, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia and Spain are countries whom were given objectives 
for this cause. As a recommendation for Bulgaria, in 2011/ 2012 was stipulated the link between wage growth 
and productivity. In the same year, for France was pointed the development in the minimum wage to became 
supportive for job creations, and for Ireland was proposed the implementation of commitments under financial 
assistance programs. 
3.2. Average annual growth rate of pay 
Analysis of growth rate of pay indicates the trends of the annual wages. Assuming that employers are 
informed about the labour market, there is useful information when setting annual gross wage for a job. A 
common case refers to the recruitment of IT specialists: in such situations, organizations follow an alignment in 
negotiated wages. This happens because there are hunting practices in recruiting key workers in this area, even 
from different countries. Besides, European Union facilitates this kind of opportunities for the employees and 
employers as well. 
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics. Compensation per employee: annual growth rate between 1998- 2012 
Country 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
AT 2.5 1.8 2.2 1.2 1.9 1.6 1.5 2.4 3.0 3.1 3.2 1.7 1.1 1.9 2.6 
BE 1.3 3.5 2.1 3.7 3.8 1.9 1.6 1.7 3.6 3.4 3.6 1.2 1.4 3.1 3.7 
BG 51.8 6.7 8.3 14.9 5.9 5.0 5.0 5.9 7.4 17.9 19.3 8.7 - - - 
CY 3.1 4.5 6.0 3.8 4.8 7.7 1.9 1.8 3.0 3.0 3.4 5.4 - - - 
CZ 8.7 6.2 7.9 8.4 7.8 7.9 8.2 3.8 6.0 6.3 4.2 -0.6 3.1 2.3 1.9 
DK 4.1 3.9 3.5 4.2 3.8 3.7 3.3 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.4 1.3 1.4 
EE 13.6 8.5 14.6 9.6 9.1 11.6 12.3 10.8 14.0 25.0 9.7 -3.1 2.3 0.5 6.0 
FI 4.5 2.1 3.8 4.6 1.7 2.7 3.7 3.7 2.9 3.7 4.4 2.3 1.8 3.2 3.5 
FR 1.6 2.0 2.5 2.7 3.5 2.8 3.4 3.1 3.2 2.5 2.6 1.8 2.4 2.7 2.2 
DE 0.9 0.9 1.8 1.7 1.3 1.4 0.3 -0.1 1.0 0.8 2.1 0.1 2.4 3.0 2.6 
EL 5.3 6.5 6.0 3.7 11.4 6.3 4.2 5.2 2.4 4.7 3.6 3.5 -2.6 -3.4 -4.2 
HU 14.5 6.5 15.0 15.2 13.6 9.9 10.3 7.1 5.6 5.5 7.2 -1.7 -0.5 3.6 0.8 
IE 4.3 5.0 7.7 7.9 5.4 6.4 5.2 5.6 4.4 5.6 5.2 -1.1 -3.8 -0.1 0.8 
IT -1.6 1.6 2.3 2.7 2.2 2.5 3.3 2.7 2.2 2.0 3.0 -0.1 2.2 1.2 0.0 
LV 6.2 7.5 7.4 4.3 2.8 11.0 14.5 25.1 23.2 35.1 14.5 -11.9 - - - 
LT 15.5 2.6 -0.7 7.1 5.0 8.9 10.9 11.5 16.7 13.9 12.9 -7.6 - - - 
LU 0.9 4.0 5.3 3.5 3.1 1.1 3.3 4.6 2.6 3.7 3.4 1.8 2.6 2.4 2.0 
MT 5.0 5.3 2.6 5.4 3.1 4.6 1.2 2.3 3.5 1.8 3.8 1.3 - - - 
NL 4.0 3.4 4.6 4.9 4.3 3.4 3.4 1.1 2.3 3.0 3.4 2.1 1.3 1.4 1.7 
PL 16.3 11.3 12.2 5.2 2.3 1.6 1.9 1.7 1.9 4.9 8.9 3.5 4.7 4.6 7.7 
PT 5.6 5.1 6.3 4.0 3.4 3.5 2.6 4.7 1.8 3.6 3.0 2.8 2.0 -0.6 -2.0 
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RO 89.3 42.6 69.8 55.1 16.2 28.0 13.7 28.6 12.4 22.0 24.2 3.1 - - - 
SK 9.9 6.6 13.2 5.6 8.9 7.8 8.1 9.1 7.9 8.7 7.0 2.5 5.1 2.0 2.8 
SI 8.8 8.6 10.5 11.8 8.2 7.8 7.7 6.0 5.4 6.2 7.2 1.8 3.9 1.6 -1.0 
ES 1.8 2.1 2.8 3.6 3.4 2.6 2.1 2.8 3.2 4.6 6.7 4.3 0.3 1.0 -0.3 
SE 2.5 1.3 7.3 4.3 2.9 3.2 4.0 3.1 2.1 5.2 1.5 1.6 3.1 0.9 3.1 
UK 6.8 4.9 5.6 5.2 2.8 4.8 4.1 3.6 5.3 4.8 1.7 2.4 3.1 2.0 1.9 
Mean 10.63 6.11 8.54 7.56 5.28 5.91 5.24 5.98 5.57 7.57 6.41 1.07 1.87 1.64 1.77 
SD 18.63 7.73 12.9 10.14 3.77 5.38 4.01 6.63 5.21 8.18 5.51 3.91 2.14 1.69 2.56 
Min -1.60 0.9 -0.7 1.2 1.3 1.1 0.3 -0.1 1 0.8 1.5 -11.9 -3.8 -3.4 -4.2 
Max 89.3 42.6 69.8 55.1 16.2 28 14.5 28.6 23.2 35.1 24.2 8.7 5.1 4.6 7.7 
Source: Unit Labour Costs- Annual Indicators, 2014. http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?queryname=347&querytype=view [accessed 
02.08.2014] and Labour market and wage development – Statistics, 2014. 
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/indicators/labdev/stats/index_en.html [accessed 02.08.2014]. 
 
 Wage trend since 1998 to 2012 is in the most part descending. The mean of the annual growth rate is 10.63% 
in 1998, increases at 5.98% in 2005 and reaches only to 1.77% in 2012. The maximum decreasing was in 2009, 
when annual wages decreased with 11.9% in EU, which is explicable taking into consideration the economic 
crisis. The maximum increasing was registered in 1998: on average, annual wages were with 89.3% bigger than 
previous year. A possible explication for this decisive change in 1998 can be the period after the communism 
current felt down, when the entirely economy in Europe was blooming. In what concerns countries constancy 
in paying employees, Austria and Sweden seem to be equilibrate countries on this aspect. But countries like 
Romania, Spain and Cyprus seem to have discontinuities in level of wages. This type of trend analysis can be 
correlated with the directions given by Euro Plus Pact Commitments (2011) in Appendix A.: recently, Cyprus 
has to revise and sustain a reform of the wage setting framework, Romania has no wages directly addressed, 
and has to complete the EU financial assistance program, and Spain was advised to implement a comprehensive 
reform of the collective bargaining process and the wage indexation system. 
3.3. Nominal and real collectively agreed wages 
Collectively agreed wages are important from two points of view: first, these definitely influence the pay 
system from the companies that are covered by collective agreed wages; second, collective conditions from a 
country can influence the non- covered organizations from unions. For instance, in a study made in 2012 in 
Germany, many firms have declared that although they aren’t part of collective wage system, they take the 
companies that are within as an “orientation” for their own pay practices (Schulten, 2013).  
Up to a certain level, the increasing of nominal collectively agreed wages is reasonable, but after a while, 
this increasing reflects the differences between countries through national prices (Schulten, 2013). Therefore, 
by applying deduction of Harmonized Index of Consumer Prices (HICP), will remain real collectively agreed 
wages. Data for both indicators are in the following tables: 
Table 3. Descriptive Statistics. Nominal collectively agreed pay: annual growth rate between 1999- 2013 
Country 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
AT 2.50 2.00 2.60 2.50 2.20 2.00 2.30 2.70 2.50 3.00 3.40 1.60 2.00 3.30 2.60 
BE 1.70 2.60 3.10 4.00 2.00 2.30 2.40 2.30 1.90 3.10 3.10 0.70 2.40 3.00 1.94 
CY - - - 3.10 3.10 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.40 2.40 2.40 0.00 1.10 0.00 - 
CZ 8.20 5.10 5.20 5.20 4.10 3.80 3.90 3.90 4.20 5.40 4.40 3.10 2.90 2.80 2.80 
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DK 2.50 2.40 2.40 2.40 2.30 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.80 2.50 2.40 1.15 1.65 1.26 1.24 
FI 1.80 2.90 3.30 2.20 2.90 2.40 2.50 1.70 2.10 4.30 3.60 2.00 2.40 1.90 - 
FR 2.20 4.20 3.30 3.50 3.00 3.00 3.30 3.40 2.90 3.40 2.60 1.80 2.10 - - 
DE 3.00 2.40 2.10 2.70 2.50 2.00 1.60 1.50 2.20 2.90 2.60 1.80 2.00 2.70 2.70 
EL 3.53 4.20 3.30 5.34 5.14 4.93 5.78 6.44 5.38 6.20 5.71 1.76 0.80 2.10 - 
HU 13.00 8.00 11.75 9.25 - 7.50 6.00 4.50 6.75 6.25 4.00 - 5.00 - 4.60 
IE 2.50 5.50 7.50 4.00 5.00 3.50 4.00 5.00 5.00 6.00 - - - - - 
IT - - - - - - - 3.70 2.50 3.70 3.20 2.90 2.40 2.30 - 
LU 1.35 5.05 3.52 4.14 4.14 4.14 3.52 3.32 2.50 2.50 4.00 2.50 2.50 2.50 - 
MT - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2.52 2.50 
NL - - 4.40 3.60 2.80 1.30 0.70 2.00 2.10 3.30 2.80 1.30 1.10 1.40 1.50 
PT - 4.10 4.50 4.40 3.40 4.60 - 3.60 4.90 5.70 3.40 3.20 3.70 1.00 1.10 
RO 46.20 56.40 53.80 54.60 41.50 12.00 17.90 9.10 22.20 15.20 18.30 0.00 11.70 4.50 - 
SK - - - - - 7.00 6.00 5.80 6.40 6.30 5.40 3.50 3.70 3.60 3.50 
SI - - - - - - - 2.10 2.80 5.10 6.60 5.00 2.90 - - 
ES 2.72 3.72 3.68 3.85 3.77 3.60 4.04 3.59 4.21 3.60 2.24 2.16 2.62 1.31 0.57 
SE 2.50 2.70 2.80 2.40 2.20 1.80 2.00 2.20 2.60 3.20 2.80 1.80 1.60 2.50 2.00 
UK 3.50 3.30 3.60 3.60 3.23 3.22 3.00 2.95 3.00 3.20 2.40 1.75 1.83 1.00 1.00 
Mean 6.48 7.16 7.10 6.71 5.48 3.87 4.08 3.53 4.34 4.63 4.26 2.00 2.82 2.20 2.15 
SD 11.40 13.21 12.25 12.06 9.32 2.58 3.76 1.83 4.34 2.78 3.51 1.20 2.31 1.08 1.12 
Min 1.35 2.00 2.10 2.20 2.00 1.30 0.70 1.50 1.90 2.40 2.24 0.00 0.80 0.00 0.57 
Max 46.20 56.40 53.80 54.60 41.50 12.00 17.90 9.10 22.20 15.20 18.30 5.00 11.70 4.50 4.60 
Source: Collective wage bargaining, 2014. http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/eiro/cwb/time-
series?country_tid=11&sector=All&scope=All&series_id=All&variable-type=106&variable-unit=89&variables%5B0%5D=91 
[accessed 04.08.2014]. 
 
For the companies that joined collective bargaining, starting from 1999 and considering the 2013 statistics, a 
very few registered increases in wage systems in the last year. In 2013, Austria and Belgium recorded growth 
rates higher than in 1999. From the previous table, most of the other countries have descending trends in this 
period. The maximum increasing rates from 1999 until 2009 were in Romania. This can have a multitude of 
causes: centralized to intermediate type of wage bargaining, rigid political plans, increasing inflation. The 
minimum increasing rate in 1999 was in Luxemburg, in 2000 in Austria, and in 2013 in Sweden. It seems that a 
constant nominal collectively agreed pay is preferable to an increasing rate that can hide exceedingly prices on 
the national markets. However, the descending mean of the nominal agreed wages between 1999 and 2013 
growth it may indicate some results from the implementation of European Union recommendations and 
revisions from Euro Plus Pact Commitments in 2011. 
Table 4. Descriptive Statistics. Real collectively agreed pay: annual growth rate between 1999- 2013 
Country 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
AT 2.00 0.00 -1.40 4.20 -0.80 0.00 0.20 1.00 0.30 -0.60 3.80 -0.50 -1.50 0.70 0.50 
BE 0.50 -0.1 0.70 2.40 0.50 0.40 -0.1 0.00 0.10 -1.40 3.10 -1.60 -0.90 0.40 0.70 
CY - - - 0.30 -0.80 0.10 0.00 -0.2 0.20 -1.90 2.20 -2.50 -2.30 -3.00 - 
CZ 6.30 1.10 0.60 3.70 4.20 1.20 2.30 1.80 1.20 -0.80 3.80 1.80 0.70 -0.70 1.40 
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DK 0.40 -0.30 0.10 0.00 0.30 1.60 0.80 0.60 1.10 -1.10 1.30 -1.00 -1.00 -1.10 - 
FI 0.50 0.00 0.60 0.20 1.60 2.30 1.70 0.40 0.50 0.40 1.90 0.30 -0.90 -1.20 - 
FR 1.60 2.30 1.50 - 0.80 0.60 1.40 1.50 1.30 0.20 2.50 0.10 -0.20 - -1.00 
DE 2.30 1.00 0.20 1.30 1.50 0.20 -0.3 -0.3 -0.10 0.10 2.40 0.60 -0.50 0.60 1.10 
EL 1.40 1.30 -0.30 1.40 1.60 1.80 2.20 3.00 2.30 1.90 4.30 -2.80 -2.20 1.10 - 
HU 2.80 -1.8 2.40 3.80 - 0.70 2.40 0.50 -1.10 0.20 0.00 - 1.00 - - 
IE 0.00 0.20 3.40 -0.70 1.00 1.20 1.80 2.20 2.10 2.80 - - - - - 
IT - - - - - - - 0.90 0.10 0.00 2.30 0.50 -1.20 -1.80 0.20 
LU 0.30 1.20 1.10 2.00 1.60 0.90 -0.2 0.30 -0.10 -1.50 4.00 -0.30 -1.20 -0.40 - 
MT - - - - - - - - - - - - - -0.70 1.50 
NL - - -0.70 -0.30 0.60 -0.1 -0.8 0.30 0.50 1.10 1.80 0.40 -1.30 -1.40 -1.10 
PT - 1.30 0.10 0.70 0.10 2.00 - 0.50 2.40 3.00 4.30 1.80 0.10 -1.70 0.70 
RO 0.30 7.40 14.40 26.20 22.80 0.10 8.10 2.30 16.50 6.80 12.00 -5.70 5.60 1.10 - 
SK - - - - - -0.4 3.10 1.50 4.40 2.30 4.40 2.80 -0.40 -0.10 2.00 
SI - - - - - - - -0.4 -0.90 -0.40 5.70 2.80 0.80 - - 
ES 0.50 0.20 0.80 0.30 0.60 0.50 0.60 0.00 1.30 -0.50 2.50 0.10 -0.40 -1.10 -0.90 
SE 1.90 1.40 0.20 0.50 -0.10 0.80 1.20 0.70 0.90 0.00 0.90 -0.10 0.20 1.60 1.60 
UK 2.10 2.50 2.30 2.30 1.80 1.90 0.90 0.60 0.70 -0.40 0.20 -1.50 -2.50 -1.80 -1.60 
Mean 1.52 1.10 1.52 2.84 2.19 0.83 1.40 0.81 1.60 0.48 3.17 0.25 0.40 0.52 0.39 
SD 1.59 1.98 3.51 6.20 5.43 0.79 1.99 0.92 3.62 1.98 2.55 2.03 1.72 1.24 1.18 
Min 0.00 -1.8 -1.40 -0.70 -0.80 -0.4 -0.8 -0.4 -1.10 -1.90 0.00 -5.70 -2.50 -3.00 -1.60 
Max 6.30 7.40 14.40 26.20 22.80 2.30 8.10 3.00 16.50 6.80 12.00 2.80 5.60 1.60 2.00 
Source: Collective wage bargaining, 2014. http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/eiro/cwb/time-
series?country_tid=11&sector=All&scope=All&series_id=All&variable-type=107&variable-unit=89&variables%5B%5D=92 [accessed 
04.08.2014]. 
 
On average, the real collectively agreed pay has more constant results: in 1999 was an increasing of 1.52%, 
in 2006 about 0.81%, and in 2013 was a growth rate of 0.39%. The maximum growth was in 2002, when 
annual wages increased with 26.20% in Romania, which is explicable taking into consideration the 1989 year 
when the communism was removed. The maximum increase was registered in 2003 in the same country, 
where, on average, annual wages were with 26.20% bigger than previous year. The factors sustained to the 
nominal bargaining rates for Romania are available in this case as well. 
Table 5. Type of wage bargaining and degree of coordination in 2013 
Country Type of wage 
bargaining 2013 
Level of coordination 
2013 
General dominant level of 
bargaining 
AT Intermediate High Industry 
BE Centralized High National 
CY Intermediate Low Industry and Company 
CZ Intermediate Low Company 
DK Intermediate Medium Industry and Company 
EE Decentralized Low Company 
FR Intermediate Low Industry and Company 
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HU Decentralized Low Company 
IE Decentralized Medium Company 
LT Decentralized Low Company 
LU Intermediate Low Industry and Company 
MT Decentralized Low Company 
PL Decentralized Low Company 
PT Intermediate Medium Industry and Company 
RO Intermediate Low Industry and Company 
SK Intermediate Medium Industry and Company 
ES Centralized High Industry and Company 
SE Intermediate High Industry and Company 
UK Decentralized Low Company 
Source: Level of wage bargaining and degree of coordination, 2013. 
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/eiro/cwb/context?year%5Bvalue%5D%5Byear%5D=2013 [accessed 01.08.2014] and Coordination of 
collective bargaining, 2014. 
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/areas/industrialrelations/dictionary/definitions/coordinationofcollectivebargaining.htm [accessed 
01.08.2014]. 
  
The table above represent a synthesis which serves as result to all trends explained so far. Romania has an 
intermediate type of wage bargaining, and a low level of coordination considering collective wages in this 
country. But countries like United Kingdom, Lithuania and Estonia  have decentralised systems. Anyway, 
Belgium represent a particular case witch has centralised wage earnings and high level of coordination, with a 
constant trend in pay and no assistance programs according to Euro Plus Pact Commitments (Appendix A). 
3.4. Correlations between wages and labour productivity 
Gross domestic product shows the effect of total rewards applied on employees. Many applicants tend to 
reject companies that announce vague Total Rewards Strategies (Hodor, 2014). So, the ideal scenario would be 
to attract workers using of a proper reward, in order to get performance in productivity. Yet, it was founded 
useful to see some correlations between Compensation per employee and Real GDP per employee in the 
analyzed period: 
Table 6. Descriptive Statistics. Real GDP per employee: annual growth rate between 1998- 2012 
Country 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
AT 2.7 1.7 2.3 0.1 1.7 0.4 2.2 1.1 2 1.8 -0.7 -2.9 1 1 -0.5 
BE 0.2 2.1 1.6 -0.6 1.5 0.9 2.2 0.3 1.5 1.2 -0.8 -2.6 1.6 0.4 -0.3 
CZ 1.6 3.9 5 3.4 1.5 4.6 5.1 4.6 5.6 3.5 0.8 -2.8 3.5 1.9 -1.4 
DK 0.7 1.7 3 -0.2 0.4 1.5 2.9 1.4 1.3 -1.1 -2.4 -2.4 3.9 1.3 -0.1 
EE 8.8 4.4 11.3 5.4 5.1 6.3 6.4 6.7 4.5 6.6 -4.3 -4.5 7.7 2.4 1.7 
FI 3.1 1.4 3.2 0.9 0.9 2 3.7 1.5 2.5 3.1 -2.2 -6.1 3.4 1.2 -0.8 
FR 1.6 1 1.1 0.3 0.4 0.8 2.4 1.2 1.4 0.9 -0.6 -1.9 1.7 1.4 0.1 
DE 0.7 0.4 1.3 1.2 0.6 0.5 0.9 0.8 3.1 1.5 -0.1 -5.2 3.5 1.9 -0.4 
EL -0.7 3.4 4.6 4.1 1.2 4.7 1.9 1.5 3.5 2.1 -1.4 -2.5 -2.4 -1.6 2.1 
HU 2.5 0.4 3.2 3.9 4.6 3.9 5.8 4.3 3.4 -0.6 2.7 -4.4 0.2 1.3 -1.8 
IE 0.4 4.2 5.9 1.8 3.8 1.8 0.8 1.1 0.8 0.6 -1.5 1.6 3.1 4 0.8 
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IT 0.5 0.4 1.7 -0.2 -1.2 -1.5 1.3 0.4 0.2 0.4 -1.4 -3.9 2.5 0.2 -2.2 
LU 1.9 3.3 2.7 -2.9 0.8 -0.1 2.1 2.3 1.3 2 -5.5 -6.4 1.3 -1 -2.6 
NL 1.3 2.1 1.7 -0.1 -0.4 0.8 3.1 1.5 1.7 1.3 0.3 -3 1.9 0.2 -1.1 
PL 3.6 5.4 6.8 12.3 4.6 5.1 4.2 1.4 3 2.2 1.2 1.2 3.4 3.5 3.6 
PT 2.3 2.7 1.8 0.2 0.2 -0.3 1.6 1.1 0.9 2.4 -0.5 -0.3 3.5 0.3 1.1 
SK 4.9 2.6 3.4 2.9 4.5 3.7 5.3 5 6.1 8.2 2.4 -3 6 1.2 1.7 
SI 3.6 3.7 2.7 2.4 2.2 3.2 4 4.5 4.2 3.5 0.8 -6.2 3.5 2.4 -1.7 
ES 0 0.2 0 0.4 0.2 -0.1 -0.4 -0.5 0.1 0.4 1 2.9 2 2 2.7 
SE 2.5 2.5 2 -0.8 2.4 2.9 5 2.9 2.6 1 -1.5 -2.7 5.5 0.6 0.2 
UK 2.5 1.5 3.2 1.3 1.5 3 2.1 2.2 1.9 2.7 -1.5 -3.6 1.5 0.6 -1.1 
Mean 2.12 2.33 3.26 1.70 1.73 2.10 2.98 2.15 2.45 2.08 -0.72 -2.79 2.77 1.20 0.00 
SD 2.06 1.47 2.46 3.11 1.80 2.08 1.81 1.83 1.65 2.15 1.97 2.48 2.12 1.31 1.66 
Min -0.70 0.20 0.00 -2.90 -1.20 -1.50 -0.40 -0.50 0.10 -1.10 -5.50 -6.40 -2.40 -1.60 -2.60 
Max 8.80 5.40 11.30 12.30 5.10 6.30 6.40 6.70 6.10 8.20 2.70 2.90 7.70 4.00 3.60 
ǣLabour productivity growth in the total economy, 2014.http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=LEVEL [accessed 
03.08.2014]. 
  
Real GRP growth rate per employee starts from a mean of 2.12 in 1998 and in 2012 registers a mean 0. In 
such cases there are many options that can explain this phenomenon. The first scenario involves mass 
redundancies in the national economies of the EU Member States and the same/ higher volume of work 
reported to same number of employees. Such instances appeared especially after 2008, when companies fired 
many employees to handle the economic crisis. The second option considers the failure of companies since 
economic crisis started: competitiveness of the market has grown and until today survived only companies with 
a good foundation based on qualitative human resources, modern management, innovation and quality of the 
products and services. Obviously, the maximum decrease of GDP was from 2008 to 2009: -6.40 registered in 
Luxemburg. The maximum increase was in 2001: 12.30 in Poland. Not surprisingly is the direction from the 
European Union Plus Pact Commitments for the latter country. Appendix A shows the financial program for 
Poland, which propose to freeze wages in the government sector (nominal) 2012-2013 and promote wage 
adjustments in line with productivity at the firm level. This means that the increasing productivity could be 
labeled as artificial, unreal.  
Furthermore, the table above illustrates the Person Correlation coefficient between annual growth 
Compensation per employee and Real GDP per employee rates between 1998- 2012: 
Table 7. Descriptive Statistics. Correlations between: annual growth Compensation per employee and Real GDP per employee rates 
between 1998- 2012 
Country Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) 
AT 0.112 0.692 
BE 0.093 0.743 
CZ 0.646 0.009 
DK 0.008 0.978 
EE 0.529 0.043 
FI 0.111 0.693 
FR 0.344 0.210 
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DE 0.369 0.176 
EL 0.382 0.160 
HU 0.758 0.001 
IE -0.037 0.894 
IT 0.335 0.222 
LU 0.342 0.212 
NL 0.111 0.694 
PL 0.133 0.635 
PT 0.223 0.424 
SK 0.589 0.021 
SI 0.532 0.041 
ES -0.241 0.386 
SE 0.212 0.449 
UK 0.721 0.002 
Source: Unit Labour Costs- Annual Indicators, 2014. http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?queryname=347&querytype=view [accessed 
02.08.2014], Labour market and wage development – Statistics, 2014. 
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/indicators/labdev/stats/index_en.html [accessed 02.08.2014] and Labour productivity growth in the 
total economy, 2014. http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=LEVEL [accessed 03.08.2014]. 
 Considering two variables- annual growth Compensation per employee and Real GDP per employee rate, the 
statistical information shows significant correlation between these two for the following countries: Czech 
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and United Kingdom. For Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia and United Kingdom there is a positive correlation between variables: when 
annual growth rate of Compensation increases, the annual growth rate of productivity for employee increases 
too. Spain registers a Person Correlation coefficient of -0.241, which shows a negative correlation between 
compensation and productivity annual growth rate: compensation growth rate increases, and in the same time, 
GDP growth rate decreases. According to European Union Plus Pact Commitments, for 2011/ 2012 year, Spain 
have the following recommendations: comprehensive reform of the collective bargaining process and the wage 
indexation system (Appendix A). This extensive strategy is fitting perfect to the statistical findings from the 
previous table. 
4. Conclusions 
A key word for pay trends in European Union is variety. There are a lot of elements that influence wages in 
this area, such as: national legislation, the activities that are producing added value to national economy, even 
the presence of qualified human resources from the member states. The results shows for the states from EU 
that on average, in 2000 was registered a 76.55 increasing rate for the hourly wage, in 2008 was an increasing 
rate of 142.62 and in 2012 about 178.10. Wage trend since 1998 to 2012 is in the most part descending. The 
mean of the annual growth rate is 10.63% in 1998, increases at 5.98% in 2005 and reaches only to 1.77% in 
2012. The maximum decrease was in 2009, when annual wages decreased with 11.9% in EU, which is 
explicable taking into consideration the economic crisis. For the companies from EU that joined the collective 
bargaining, starting from 1999 and considering the 2013 statistics, a very few registered increases in wage 
systems in the last year. In 2013, only Austria and Belgium recorded growth rates higher than in 1999. Real 
collectively agreed pay has more constant results: on average, in 1999 was an increasing of 1.52%, in 2006 
about 0.81%, and in 2013 was a growth rate of 0.39%. The maximum growth was in 2002, when annual wages 
decreased with 26.20% in Romania, which is explicable taking into consideration the 1989 year when the 
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communism was removed. Finally, considering two variables- annual growth Compensation per employee and 
Real GDP per employee rate, there is significant correlation between these two for the following countries: 
Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and United Kingdom. For Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia and United Kingdom there is a positive correlation between variables: 
when annual growth rate of Compensation increases, the annual growth rate of productivity for employee 
increases too. Spain registers a Person Correlation coefficient of -0.241, which shows a negative correlation 
between compensation and productivity annual growth rate: compensation growth rate increases, while GDP 
growth rate decreases. The indicators analysed in this paper- compensation, annual growth rate of pay, real and 
nominal collectively agreed wages and productivity are important in outlining a global view for companies and 
employees as well. Thus, both parts are more informed, and aware of the wages that an European citizen 
negociates, is feeling confortable and  needs, leaving aside the political issues or other aspects that influence 
remuneration practices.  
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Appendix A. Commitments and recommendations- Euro Plus Pact Commitments (2011)  
 
Country Euro plus Pact 
Commitments 
in 2011 
European semester 
recommendations for 
2011/2012 
European semester 
recommendations for 
2012/2013 
European semester 
recommendations for 2013/2014 
Financial 
assistance 
programs 
Austria - - - - No 
Belgium Wage setting 
mechanisms 
Reform wage 
bargaining and wage 
indexation 
Reform wage setting 
system including 
indexation 
Reform wage setting system 
including indexation 
No 
Bulgaria Wage setting 
mechanisms 
Link wage growth to 
productivity 
- - No 
Cyprus Wage setting 
mechanisms 
Reform wage setting 
and wage indexation 
Reform of the system 
of wage indexation 
Implement commitments under 
financial assistance programmes 
Reform of the 
wage setting 
framework 
Czech 
Republic 
N/A - - - No 
Denmark - - - - No 
Estonia - - - - No 
Finland - - Continue to align 
wage and productivity 
developments 
Support alignment of real wage 
and productivity 
No 
France - Ensure development 
in the minimum wage 
is supportive of job 
creation 
Minimum wage 
supportive of job 
creation and 
competitiveness 
Lower cost of labour; ensure 
minimum wage supportive of 
job creation and 
competitiveness 
No 
Germany - - Wages in line with 
productivity 
Wage growth to support 
domestic demand 
No 
Greece Wage setting 
mechanisms 
Implement 
commitments under 
financial assistance 
programmes 
Implement 
commitments under 
financial assistance 
programmes 
Implement commitments under 
financial assistance programmes 
Reform annual 
update 
mechanism of 
minimum wage 
Hungary - - - - No 
Ireland Wage setting 
mechanisms 
Implement 
commitments under 
financial assistance 
programmes 
Implement 
commitments under 
financial assistance 
programmes 
Implement commitments under 
financial assistance programmes 
Wages not 
directly 
addressed 
Italy Wage setting Ensure wage growth Monitor and if needed Ensure effective implementation No 
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mechanisms better reflects 
productivity 
developments 
reinforce the 
implementation of the 
new 
wage setting 
framework 
of (…) wage setting reforms 
Latvia Wage setting 
mechanisms 
Implement 
commitments under 
Memorandum of 
Understanding of 20 
January 2009 
- - No 
Lithuania Public sector 
wage 
developments 
- - - No 
Luxembourg Wage setting 
mechanisms 
Reform wage setting 
and wage indexation 
Reform wage 
bargaining and wage 
indexation 
Reform wage setting and wage 
indexation 
No 
Malta - Reform wage setting 
and wage indexation 
Reform wage 
bargaining and wage 
indexation 
Monitor wage indexation 
mechanism and stand ready to 
reform (in the background 
considerations) 
No 
Netherlands - - - - No 
Poland Public sector 
wage 
developments 
- - - No 
Portugal Wage setting 
mechanisms 
Implement 
commitments under 
Memorandum of 
Understanding of 17 
May 2011 
Implement 
commitments under 
Memorandum of 
Understanding of 17 
May 2011 
Implement commitments under 
Memorandum of Understanding 
of 17 May 2011 
Freeze wages in 
the government 
sector (nominal) 
2012-2013; 
promote wage 
adjustments in 
line with 
productivity at 
the firm level 
Romania Wage setting 
mechanisms 
Public sector 
wage 
developments 
Implement 
commitments under 
Memoranda of 
understanding (June 
2009 and June 2011) 
Implement 
commitments under 
Memoranda of 
understanding (June 
2009 and June 2011) 
Complete the EU/IMF financial 
assistance programme 
Wages not 
directly 
addressed 
Slovakia - - - - No 
Slovenia Wage setting 
mechanisms 
- Ensure wage growth 
supports 
competitiveness and 
job creation 
Ensure wage growth supports 
competitiveness and job 
creation 
No 
Spain Wage setting 
mechanisms 
Comprehensive 
reform of the 
collective bargaining 
process and the wage 
indexation system 
- - No 
Sweden N/A - - - No 
United 
Kingdom 
N/A - - - No 
Source:Commitments and recommendations over wage policy in the EU Member States, 2011 – 2014, 2014. 
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/eiro/studies/tn1402049s/no1402049q.htm [accessed 28.07.2014]. 
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